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form business in Illinois. Frequently, objections against the
purpose or the structure of a foreign corporation divergent
from domestic legislation, have been raised but rejected. A
corporation organized in another state solely for religious,
missionary, educational, and charitable purposes was held
capable of acquiring and holding land in California without
complying with certain provisions of the California Civil
Code.156 A Kansas corporation having its capital stock divided
into shares of no fixed nominal par value, was recognized in
Missouri,157 and a Delaware corporation, having a mixed
stock structure, was admitted in California,158 despite diverg-
ent domestic legislation. The New York courts have per-
mitted an insolvent foreign corporation to make an assign-
ment to creditors, prohibited to New York corporations,159
and so forth.
The reasonable intention of legislatures and courts is to
segregate within the territorial enacted law a portion embody-
ing imperative public policy to be applied to all corporations,
whether foreign or domestic, doing business in the state. The
intention is not, however, to restrict recognition otherwise
than by the well-known provisions concerning the doing of
business. Only on this basis can the sanction of violations be
adequately determined.
Great help in avoiding harmful applications of the existent
incautious provisions has come from the popular statement
that the failure of a state to provide domestic corporations
with the same powers, or to authorize them to be formed for
156  General Conference etc. v. Berkey (1909)  156 Cal. 4.66, 105 Pac. 411.
157 State ex rel. Standard Tank Car Co. v. Sullivan (1920) 282 Mo. 261,
221  S. W. 728, 732.
158  Commonwealth Acceptance Corp. v. Jordan (1926)  198 Cal. 618, 246
Pac.  796. The Constitution of Washington does not warrant exclusion of a
foreign corporation because it is permitted to issue common stock of different
classes   not  allowed   domestic  corporations,   Fibreboard   Products  v.   Hinkle
(1928) 14.7 Wash. 10.
159 Vanderpoel v. Gorman (1894) 140 N. Y. 563, 35 N. E. 932.